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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

Claims 36-45 are added and therefore claims 1-45 are currently pending. Claims 1-35 
continue as originally filed. Paragraph 0024 of the specification has been amended to correct 
a typographical error. FIG. 2 on sheet 2 of the drawings has been amended to add the 
reference number 12'. The added claims, as well as the amendments to the specification and 
drawings, are supported by the originally filed disclosure. No new matter has been added. 
Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested based on the following remarks. 

II. Objection to the Drawings 

The drawings were objected to because of informalities. In response, FIG. 2 of the 
drawings has been amended as suggested by the Office Action. A replacement sheet of 
drawings, having the amended FIG. 2, accompanies this response. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that this objection to the drawings be withdrawn. 

III. Objection to the Specification 

The specification was objected to because of informalities. In response, paragraph 
0024 of the specification has been amended as suggested by the Office Action. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that this objection to the specification be 
withdrawn. 

IV. 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) Rejection 

Claims 1-6, 9-10, 13, 15-19, 22, 28-29, 32-33 and 35 stand rejected over U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2004/0168124 to Beisiegel et al. (hereinafter "the Beisiegel 
reference"). Applicants respectfully submits that claims 1-6, 9-10, 13, 15-19, 22, 28-29, 32- 
33 and 35 are allowable over the cited reference and respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejection. 

As regards the anticipation rejections of the claims, to reject a claim under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e), the Office must demonstrate that each and every claim feature is identically 
described or contained in a single prior art reference. ( See Scripps Clinic & Research 
Foundation v. Genentech, Inc., 18 U.S.P.Q.2d 1001, 1010 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). As explained 
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herein, it is respectfully submitted that the Office Action does not meet this standard, for 

example, as to all of the features of the claims. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

A method of processing messages comprising: 

generating source code in a program language; 
compiling the source code; and 

using the compiled source code to transform a pavload message 
between the program language and an online transaction processing (OLTP) 
language, the source code being generated automatically. 

Moreover, independent claims 15, 28 and 32 each include substantially similar features as the 
above-identified claim feature of transforming a pavload message between the program 
language and an online transaction processing (OLTP) language . 

The Beisiegel reference does not identically disclose the above identified claim 
features. That is, the Beisiegel reference does not disclose transforming a pavload message 
between a program language and an OLTP language . Instead, the Beisiegel reference is 
mostly concerned with mapping between, e.g., a Java object and an XML document (see 
Abstract and FIG. 2). However, an XML document is neither a program language nor an 
OLTP language . The Office Action relies on paragraph 003 1 of the Beisiegel reference in 
rejecting the claim feature of transforming the payload message. However, paragraph 003 1 
of the Beisiegel reference merely states that, e.g., a COBOL structure, possibly as part of a 
general purpose online transaction processing software, may be mapped to an XML 
document. Thus, even if the COBOL structure was part of an OLTP language, the XML 
document is not part of a program language . Instead, an XML document is a markup 
language document, and as such not a program language . 

Therefore, the above-discussed features of independent claims 1, 15, 28 and 32 are 
not identically disclosed by the Beisiegel reference. Accordingly, claims 1, 15, 28 and 32, as 
well as their dependent claims, are allowable and it is respectfully requested that this 
rejection be withdrawn. 

Further regarding dependent claim 2, this claim recites: 

The method of claim 1, further including: 

receiving a markup language document, the markup language 
document being compliant with message rules associated with the OLTP 
language; and 

compiling the markup language document into the source code, the 
source code enabling transformation of the message between the program 
language and the OLTP language. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the Beisiegel reference also does not identically disclose 
compiling a markup language into source code of a program language , the source code 
enabling the transformation of the message between the program language and the OLTP 
language . Note that claim 1 recites that the source code is source code of the program 
language . The Office action relies on the method of the Beisiegel reference described in 
paragraphs 102-1 12, and depicted in FIG. 4, to reject claim 2. Thus, because the claimed 
source code is of the program language , the only way that the rejection of claim 2 can even 
partially align with claim 2 is if the JSP container (or its language, i.e., Java) is akin to the 
program language , and therefore the rejection must necessarily rely on the XML document to 
be akin the OLTP language . However, as discussed above, an XML is not an OLTP 
language . Furthermore, the only embodiment of the Beisiegel reference that even possibly 
involves an OLTP language is the embodiment discussed in paragraph 003 1, i.e., that 
involves mapping COBOL to XML. However, the COBOL to XML mapping discussed in 
paragraph 003 1 does not appear to be compatible with or enabled by the method described in 
paragraphs 102-1 12 of the Beisiegel reference. That is, because the JSP container/Java must 
be akin to the claimed program language for the rejection to even partially align, the OLTP 
language must be akin to the XML document produced by the JSP container. However, 
momentarily putting aside the fact that XML is not an OLTP language , it does not appear that 
it would not be even possible for the JSP container to produce a COBOL document because 
JSP systems typically only produce XML or HTML documents. 

Therefore, the above-discussed features of dependent claim 2 are also not identically 
disclosed by the Beisiegel reference, and thus claim 2 is allowable for this reason as well. 

V. 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Rejections 

Claims 23-27 

Claims 23-27 stand rejected over the Beisiegel reference in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0122054 to Hind et al. (hereinafter "the Hind reference"), 
and further in view of "Behavior and Performance of Interactive Multi-player Game 
Servers," by Abdelkhalek et al. (hereinafter "the Abdelkhalek reference"). Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 23-27 are allowable over the cited references and respectfully 
request withdrawal of the rejection. 
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To reject a claim as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the prior art must disclose or 
suggest each claim feature. ( See Northern Telecom, Inc. v. Datapoint Corp. , 908 F.2d 93 1 , 
934 (Fed. Cir. 1990), cert, denied . 1 1 1 S. Ct. 296 (1990); In re Bond , 910 F.2d 831, 834 (Fed. 
Cir. 1990)). The factual inquiry whether to combine references must be thorough and 
searching and must be based on objective evidence of record. In re Lee . 277 F.3d 1338 (Fed. 
Cir. 2002). 

Independent claim 23 recites: 

A method of processing messages comprising: 

receiving one or more extensible markup language (XML) documents, 
the XML documents being compliant with message rules associated with an 
online transaction processing (OLTP) language, the OLTP language being a 
gaming system language and the message rules defining markup tags for 
describing components of the message; 

compiling the XML documents into source code in an object-oriented 
program language based on stylesheet data, the stylesheet data representing a 
program template for a payload message in the program language, the source 
code enabling transformation of the message between the program language 
and the OLTP language; 

compiling the source code; 

using the compiled source code to transform a message between the 
program language and the OLTP language, the source code being generated 
automatically; and 

repeating the receiving and compiling of XML documents and the 
compiling of source code for a plurality of message types. 

None of the cited references discloses or even suggests at least the above-identified 
claim features. Specifically, the cited references do not disclose or even suggest the features 
of compiling the XML documents into source code in an object-oriented program language, 
the source code enabling transformation of the message between the program language and 
the OLTP language , then compiling the source code and using the compiled source code to 
transform a message between the program language and the OLTP language . 

As discussed above in regards to the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection, the Beisiegel 
reference does not disclose transforming a payload message between a program language and 
an OLTP language . Instead, the Beisiegel reference is mostly concerned with mapping 
between, e.g., a Java object and an XML document (see Abstract and FIG. 2), or a COBOL 
structure and an XML document. However, XML is neither a program language nor an 
OLTP language . Furthermore, as also discussed above, since the rejection relies upon the 
method described in paragraphs 102-1 12 of the Beisiegel reference, for this rejection to even 
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at all make sense, the JSP container/Java of the Beisiegel reference must be being asserted to 
be akin to the program language . That means the XML document of the Beisiegel reference 
must be being asserted to be akin to the OLTP language . However, momentarily putting 
aside the fact that XML is not an OLTP language , since the only embodiment of the Beisiegel 
reference that even possibly involves an OLTP language is the mapping of COBOL to XML 
(paragraph 0031), the Office Action must be asserting that the JSP container is capable of 
producing a COBOL structure. However, not only is this not described or suggested in the 
Bieseigel reference, it appears to not even be possible, because JSP systems typically only 
produce XML or HTML documents. 

The Hind and Abdelkhalek references fail to cure the critical deficiencies of the 
Beisiegel reference in regards to this rejection. Specifically, the Hind and Abdelkhalek 
references also fail to disclose or even suggest the features of compiling the XML documents 
into source code in an object-oriented program language, the source code enabling 
transformation of the message between the program language and the OLTP language , then 
compiling the source code and using the compiled source code to transform a message 
between the program language and the OLTP language . 

Therefore, the above-discussed features of independent claim 23 are not disclosed or 
even suggested by the Beisiegel, Hind and Adbelkhalek references. Accordingly, claim 23, 
as well as its dependent claims, are allowable and it is respectfully requested that this 
rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 7-8, 11-12, 20-21, 31 and 34 

Claims 7-8, 11-12, 20-21, 31 and 34 stand rejected over the Beisiegel reference in 
view of the Hind reference. Applicants respectfully submit that claims 7-8, 11-12, 20-21, 31 
and 34 are allowable over the cited references and respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
rejection. 

Claims 7-8, 11-12, 20-21, 31 and 34 depend from independent claims 1, 15, 28 and 
32. As discussed above in regards to the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection, the Beisiegel reference 
does not identically disclose, or even suggest, every element of independent claims 1, 15, 28 
and 32. Furthermore, the Hind reference fails to remedy the deficiencies of the Beisiegel 
reference in regards to the rejection of claims 1, 15, 28 and 32. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that, for these reasons, dependent claims 7-8, 11-12, 20-21, 31 and 34 are 
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patentable over the combination of the Beisiegel and Hind references, and it is respectfully 
requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 
Claim 14 

Claim 14 stands rejected over the Beisiegel reference in view of the Abdelkhalek 
reference. Applicants respectfully submit that claim 14 is allowable over the cited references 
and respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection. 

Claim 14 depends from independent claim 1. As discussed above in regards to the 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection, the Beisiegel reference does not identically disclose, or even 
suggest, every element of independent claim 1 . Furthermore, the Abdelkhalek reference fails 
to remedy the deficiencies of the Beisiegel reference in regards to the rejection of claim 1. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that, for these reasons, dependent claim 14 is 
patentable over the combination of the Beisiegel and Abdelkhalek references, and it is 
respectfully requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 

VI. New Claims 36-45 

New claims 36-45 have been added. These claims are supported by the original 
disclosure. Claims 36 and 37 depend from claim 1, and therefore should be allowable for at 
least the same reasons as claim 1. Claims 38 and 39 depend from claim 15, and therefore 
should be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 15. Claims 40 and 41 depend from 
claim 23 and therefore should be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 23. Claims 
42 and 43 depend from claim 28 and therefore should be allowable for at least the same 
reasons as claim 28. Claims 44 and 45 depend from claim 32 and therefore should be 
allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 32. 
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VII. Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims of the present application are 
allowable. It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejections (and any objections) be 
withdrawn. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the present application are therefore 
respectfully requested. The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fee arising from the 
submission of this paper to Deposit Account 1 1-0600 of Kenyon & Kenyon LLP. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Andrew L. Reibman 



Reg. No. 47,893 



KENYON & KENYON LLP 
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New York, New York 10004 

(212) 425-7200 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS : 

Please replacing previous sheet 2 of the drawings with the replacement sheet of 
drawings which accompanies this Response. Relative to previous sheet 2, replacement sheet 
2 adds the reference number 12'. 
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